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APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF 
As a result of the Examiner's Answer the issues have been narrowed to the 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
rejection, and more specifically: 

1) First Issue: Do The Claim Limitations Require That The Transfer Of The Wrap Between 

The First, Second And Third Users Involve The Same Wrap With Different Gifts? 
Claim 5 has the limitations "receiving an other input comprising third data from a third user 
to whom the wrap and an other gift have been sent" (step 7 - steps listed at Appeal Brief pp. 
3-5). The Examiner's Answer contends that these limitations are not reflective of Applicant's 
interpretation that the claimed method involves reuse of the same wrap by the recipient 
("user" in the claim) of the first gift who then places a different g ift in the same wrap which 
then are transferred to an other recipient in a chain-like sequence. 
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The forgoing contentions in the Examiner's Answer are incorrect in that Appellant's 
interpretation is completely reflective of the claim 5 limitations, as follows: 

a) " same wrap " Is the same wrap used at each stage of Appellant's method? Yes, 
limitations requiring such are in Claim 5. The claim's preamble sets the stage by reciting 
that the method is for sending a gift within a "wrap," and the first step is that of "applying 
an identification code to the wrap." In that regard, application of an identification code is a 
key element of the method in that the control system must use that code to track the wrap 
as it is transferred from user to user, who can then observe the track history on the 
website. The term identification code is defined in Appellant's specification at pg. 3 lines 5- 
14 as including indicia which can be unique for each wrap where they are sold to 
individual customers. 

After a second step of giving the wrap to a first user, the third step is of inputting into the 
control system a first input of information received from the first user who has 
transferred the wrap containing a gift to a second user. The term "the wrap" is underlined 
here to emphasise a key point: that each recitation in the claim of "the wrap" refers to the 
same first-mentioned wrap to which the identification code was applied. This is because in 
conventional English language syntax, the article "the" when used as a functional word 
indicates that a following noun (e.g. wrap in third step) refers to something previously 
mentioned or understood from the context (e.g. wrap in first and second steps) . Also, in 
the claim's seventh step of receiving an other input comprising "third data from a third 
user to whom the wrap and another gift have been sent" the wrap referred to is the same 
wrap nouns previously stated in the claim. As a result, the Examiner's Answer is wrong in 
contending that claim 5 does not contain limitations in which the wrap sent with an other 
gift to the third user is not the same wrap specified in the first step of the claim. 

b) " other contents" The Examiner's Answer also appears to argue that claim 5 does not 
recite limitations by which the wrap sent to the third user contains "other contents" 
(Examiner's Answer pg. 4 in underlined portion of last paragraph). This is seen as 
incorrect from the third step which recites "inputting into a control system a first input of 
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information received from the first user who has transferred the wrap containing one g ift 
to a second user " taken in view of the seventh step "receiving an input comprising third 
data from a third user to whom the wrap and an other g ift have been sent" (emphasis 
supplied). The unambiguous interpretation of this is that the first-stated "one gift" and 
last-stated "an other gift" are different gifts. 

2) Second Issue: Does The Boucher Reference Teach The Claim 5 Limitations Regarding Use 

Of The Same Wrap With Different Gifts For The Transfers? 
The Examiner's Answer at two separate places asserts that Boucher involves transfers of "the 
wrap and an other gift." 

a) The first such assertion is at pg. 4, top paragraph, which states that Boucher discloses 
"receiving an other input comprising third data from a third user to whom the wrap and 
an other gift have been sent ..." For support the Answer cites Boucher's Figure 1 and 
Column 4 lines 40 - 47. 

b) The same assertion also appears at pg. 4, bottom paragraph, but for support the 
Answer cites Boucher's Abstract, Figure 1, Figure 5 and Figure 7. 

Appellant submits that the above citations from Boucher do not support the argument of the 
Examiner's Answer for the following reasons: 
Pouched Figure l 

This block diagram of Boucher's shipping and tracking method shows three boxes 
labeled USER A, USER B ... USER M which have the same reference number 26. A 
description of these three boxes is in the patent's Col. 2, lines 41-47. As explained by 
Appellant in the Appeal Brief, paragraph bridging pp 8 & 9, the Fig. 1 method teaches 
only the input of multiple user's separate shipments, i. e. for each shipment a carrier 
transports only one package/ gift going to a single user. Moreover, Boucher's summary 
is that of a tracking system where "the user (sender) of a package is able to determine the 
packages's location while enroute to the recipient." There is no description in the 
specification of any such recipient of a package and gift then reusing that same package 
to send an other gift to someone else, 
gpuchqrt Col. 4 line? 4Q-4/ 

This portion teaches that the tracking coordinator 121 gathers inputs from the carrier 
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queues 119, each carrier having a corresponding queue. A Registry stores the queue 
names and other carrier information, with a thread 127 then being generated. Again, 
nothing at all is described or even suggested as to one recipient of a package and gift then 
using reusing that same package to send an other gift to someone else. 
Boucher's Afrsfrfrrt 

The Abstract describes only the general functions of the tracking system's controller 
generating and retrieving tracking objects, updating the package delivery status on a 
website, generating email notification of delivery and enabling a user to obtain 
prioritized tracking information. Nothing is described or even suggested as to the use of 
a package for delivery of a gift/ item to one recipient, then reusing the same package by 
the one recipient who in turn delivers an other gift /item to someone else. 
Boucher's Figure 5 

This figure shows a Carrier Input Tracking Request Queue box containing four Queue 
boxes, each numbered 119, for individual carriers UPS, DHL, FEDEX and AIRBORNE. 
Further shown are four boxes, each numbered 123, which the specification at Col. 3, lines 
35 - 46 describes as tracking objects which are designated for each carrier. Again, nothing 
is described or even suggested as to the reuse of a package by a recipient for sending an 
other gift/ item to someone else. 
Poucher's Figure 7 

This figure is another flow chart which only describes the shipping carrier's tracking 
requests being initiated, retrieved, prioritized, sending to carriers, parsing tracking 
results, sending emails to users and the like. Nothing is describes or suggested as to 
reuse of packaging by a recipient to send another gift /item to someone else. 
Belcher's Pisclpsure Cpnfrfriy Tq Appgllanf $ Method 

There is a disclosure in Boucher which positively shows that the reference's tracking 
system is contrary to and inconsistent with Appellant's Claim 5 method for sending a 
package with a gift/ item to one user who in turn uses the same package to transfer an 
other gift/ item to another use. This is Boucher's Col. 3, lines 13-19 which explains that 
the tracking number that is created at the time a package is shipped identifies that 
package to the corresponding carrier tracking website. In contrast, Appellant's Claim 5 
limitations require the step of "applying an identification code to the wrap." Then the 
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subsequent steps provide for ''inputs of information comprising the identification code" 
for the users. In other words, in Claim 5 the inputs from the different recipients are 
comprised of the same identification code~ because that code is on the wrap which they 
each receive, whereas in Boucher each of the different carriers /users input different 
tracking numbers which correspond to their websites. 

Thus Boucher does not disclose Applicant's method relating to an identification code 
being applied to a wrap (step 1) which is then given to a first user who inputs information 
comprising the code (steps 2 & 3) followed by inputs of the information /code by a 
second user to whom the wrap has been transferred (step 4) followed by like inputs by a 
third user to whom the wrap has been sent (step 7). 



Therefore, it is respectfully submitted that the Examiner's Answer has not carried its burden 
of establishing that Boucher teaches all of the essential elements of the Claim 5 as required 
by Hybritecfr, foe, v. Mpnodon^l Antibodies, ^ dte( i at pg 8 0 f Appellant's Appeal Brief. 
According, the granting of this Appeal is solicited. 
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